ehIInge an advar'O::9d degree program' it !\as been SlJtt(!ss/IA in lhe paSt? The second Slrewman Is lOI<enism. Cotlaboration" fI'OJdI easier """"" dealing"';!h !IO'nWstrat ..... e Ih8n with acade · mic activiti es. Too tNrd strewman Is turl . Tu~ may be geog raphica l areas of a stata Or a claim to have a resp<lns ibi lity to p rovkla a certain program 10 a group 01 s tu d~nt s.
Interest in Cc<Jaboration
The l i""rria) probl&ms tacing higher education Mve compelled college and un;"'erslty admInistrators and tacult~ to search tor new ~. The desire to expand educational opporlun ny while enri(:h;ng the mHnlng ot higher learning 8JOperieoce5 lor st\.donIs has also led many ecb::ators 10 file on eoIaboralion as a poa&bIe soIl/IJOfI. Sct-;edlIy and Whitford' S (t968) SlO'nm&.1)' 01 sd'oooj.,on ...... f$ity coHaboration suggests a neceS&llI)' state beyond reo:ogr»tion in II syrrCiolic partnership. Someth ing reserrCi ing II new, orgar.ic, relationship comb inlrlg features of the othe r oo-gan isms (institutio ns) must res ult Irom tM COIBtloratior>. In almost eve ry successful coll aborative venture t~.e ,,",s bee n a search for a miss ion specil", enoUGh 10 bi~d particiJ'»lnts in a Common enterprise. but 9"""r&1 enough 10 allOW lor individua l~y and aeatMty. Too departmenl$, as t/'le '-"'IiIs 01 eMnoe. proviOO 1, WIlat were Ih<I peroe""ed l>eoetlts and i ssoos Ihlot irorttaleo lhf1 proposed coUliborative degree PfOIII"I'"?
2. wt\o wer" 1I>e in,ualors of 1he COfliboralivc degree programs? 3, Whal were !I>e di!.rUllli.e aspeCts ()j l he pla nn ing for the ~laborativ 8 !IOCt"",t ?r"llr"rTII?
4, t-Iow did the dlange process imp$)11he patlidpjlnts?
What was !hi> plMnong process?
Methodotogy Based on lhf1 ~t era!Ure related 10 cI1 9ngn and coIaborali\1o pr"9 rafm) In higher educet"" , the authors cOlXfucted two Sur· veys: ooe on a national ICII le and one 01 two oopartme nts imrotved in (llaming a oolaboralIV" doctoref dogree program in educa1l<>rl.r adrnnis1ra1ion.
"
The ~t SIudy was a nabOnat SUMry 01 el<isting cotlatlora.
tive programs at universl1ies that oner OOClc.-at programs in e (!u. catlo nal ad m, nistratio n. TI>e demogr~ph lc ellaracteriSla of the GdllC8100r0at,.,..., .... iSlral ion depart ment. were obla in ed from th e Educati ona l ... dmi .... u ation Direc1<><y. lOtto Edi1kln . The natiO<1B1 survey 01 inst,tutions was QQfldUCIed during the spAng and summer 01 "" The second study wu a survey 01 two depaflmen1l
InvQlved in ""'nnI"II a c<>I"boratfve doctorat degree program In 9d\IcatiOMt ad mi nIWal " n, Information was obta ined throu gh i"lteMews u .. ng a 16 item questlO<1naire.
Findings: The Natlonat St udy

Baclrgroon<J
Of t he 336 depatt ments 01 educat ion al adm in ,stration listed in Ulley'e o;rec\OIy. there are 166 OOpartme<>lS that off", a dOClOraf degr" program in eO.>:ationaf a(fminOSlmtiO<1, The avarage stze QI doctorat degr" granting departments I, 7.3& tutt-Dme equlva tentlacut1y. DeparlmenlS r~nge in si<:e from one 10 16 facutty ntembe .. , T he mate·f.ma~ raho is app""~i ma1e ty 4. t 10 I . (See Ta ble I).
The 166 doctoral granti rlg depa rtments were COOlact9d about th";r inv'*'emen1 in coIlllborabve doctoral programe.
Twenty-five cofIaborauve <IoctQ<,t P"'9"'RI$ ~re odenllfoer:l.
Interviews werll \lOJ"oduC1ed wllh cha". Of faculty members 01 t 4 colabora11V<i d<xtc.-al programs lhat e-i1her .. isted or_e at one tim e prOPQsed for lo rm nf adopt ion. Th irteen of the 14 ooIal>orative doctoral pr"ll' amI re. "''''oo W91"e betwoon two c.-more poJ*c uni_.oIies. One proposed coIaboratIV" degree program ... 'as ~n a plAllic and a prrI8!lI un/ver$IIy.
Repres&ntatIV" !rom &ach 01 !he <lepartmen1$ of 8IlJca. tio.nat admini$lrat,," were asked a series 01 Q"'''Oons about the ~I aborat i v e ~rog rams. The f"6t research Question was to Identify the P'l'~ tteoel its arid issues tha11rV1iated the ~o· POM<I eotlabora~ve dogre" program. a(fvisi"og reSjlOt'lllil>lities. II1e k>Si ot research t""e, a nd 111 8 loss 01 departmental a ut"""",y. These responses we re coneistent witl1 the ~teratu.e (JoIInsOl1, \ 988: Kreplin and Boice. t973: aoo MarW>. 19$1) r""a"jng "turl. trust and traditIOn."
lninarots <JI the Co.tabotllb·"" O/lgrH
Twelve ollhe tt; laculty members on both c.mpuses belaved that ttl. colLaborative doctoral program woukt ~rima r ity oonelit stlJdents in the metropo litan a rea 01 the state, All \ 5 laculty members indicated tNot the stal..s 01 the dep.a~me nt on the urban C/lmpu5 would beneI~ Irom approv.1 0I11le ooIIaborawe de9'ell1IflIIICI5'I1. All lacutty members felt lhat IIr"Oonts would beneI~ by betng exposed to a greater nurrtrer oIt~ty members wrlh diifen"ll "';ew.I, Ten tar::ulty members r..::Iioated th ai studenl$ and tllCUlty WQuld also benelit by usoclatlng period ica lly .... ith tel lo .. students anci l acu(ly membefl l rom lhe orhQrcampL4.
Inlerestlngly. during the lime 01 ma,or liR3nclat wts in h p .n.c.lion. $OJTIfI1acuny merrcers teh Ih/JI the o:oIaboralIVe degree program would pKllect the two departments lrom future redlKiions ol faculty Or support serv>Nls. As one faculty memOOr re ma rked, "Tho big<J<lst ga in may be the conti nued support of th e department's budget arKf faculty i nes."
Planning Process
As in most maio r changes, ce rtain ind ivid uals play key roles in the eventual ac""pta""", of a new proposal, Fac ulty members indicated that mamb"rs of the boa rd of regents, the presi~e nt's staff. the chanceiklrs, and deans. am the cha ir ol the clepartment with the established doctoral pr"ll"'m were the most influential in develop<r>g a tone for col aoomtir>g pla nnir>g olthe proposed program .
From the perspective of the chairs, refle<;tir.g back on the planlling pfocess, the most crllCia l facto. 
Summ ary and Co nclu sion s
The i teratu{e. {esu!!s of the M!ior\al stUdy, and iuelViews with facu lty irKficate that a collabo {atioe relatkl nshi p between two academi<; unilS in higher e<Jtx:atioo, is at best, a fragiie relalic>nship. When autooomy arKf indepe<tdence are hig h~ valued , !he odds of a sustained {elatooship are constantly challenged.
Benefits of the Colla/xXative Program
Provid ing a doctorat prog ram wilhin proximily to stuclenlS was the primary faClor in approving coll aborative docto ra l degree lXograms in ed ucational adm iniwatioo. Ta ngen lial to impro.ed student access to a doctoral degree program were benefilS such a co ll aboralive research , expa nded sou rce of qua,fied applicanlS, ar"ld grealer utili.ation of faculty expertise
The bene f its o f co ll aboration and economy, outl i ned by Patterson, wa re outwe ighed by a comm itme nt by facu lty to ma~e the co liabo rati.e work. Results from the natio na l study in d~t e that out of the 14 programs re.)ewoo, o n~ three had boon substantially changed because of be ing involved in the col 'aborati.e relat ionsh ip, Th is smal l number supports t he premise that \j6nuine colaboratoo is "u.t" i n~d when cha.-.ge takes place in both departments,
Initiators of thG Collaborative Program
For a col aborative de?oo program . at least in educational administratioo to be suc""ssfu;, ~ had to have the overt suppo rt of th e {e\j6nts a nd adm inistratOfs in the beghli ng sta\j6s of de.efoprnent, EVlln with the o.ert admin istrative arKf r"9""l leve l support, th e maior factor in susta ining the collaborative nature of the program was the relatively high levef of trust ar>d col legiality between the groups of facu lty, External forces were a major conlrib utor to t he initial p ush for the two facu lty groups to coop~rate, I:>ut the sustained lavel of tru st among the fawlly was crucial to a lasti ng program. In both \he national and current exarrpies, the need to offe, the cIoc· toral program where the students Ii\led arid worked was the poi .
mary factor for the change in row arod where the collaborative doctoral degee wood be offered,
Disruptive Aspects
Facu lty members inlerviewed in both the natiooal and cu"""t examples irxtcale that there was apprehensioo about increased advising arod travel, along I>ith a loss of oopanmootal autooomy,
Cl1::tngeProcess
In the MtioMI am current e<ampies,!!>ere was a consistent lheme that both depMmetlIS had somelhi ng 10 gain by working log"ther. The i terature irricates that there must be something to be gai nod by participa ntS before change can b e sustained (Sctlled>ty and Whitlord 1988) . In this pape<, one could speculate !hilt the depa rtme nt with the (ffltobi shOO doctoral prog ram needed a<xoesS to nlOfe students. The departmont without the doclorate wants status arKf credibility. This was ciea rer when cofIabora1+.la cle groo programs wer~ ""''''' 00<1 "lar>d grant" ..... versilies in less popu lated regions ar>d ' urlmn-unive rsities in major popu lation centers, Ti>ere were a number ot tactors thai wo re ant<;ip<itild to 00 majo, r~s : l ear of slmmg !)OVen\(lrooe, SiJSj'>k:ion of facUty corrplltence arKf program quality, less ti rn~ available for research and w riti r>g, arKf an imba lance of political influence and status
